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Current Topics. 


The German Peace Note. 

THe GERMAN Peace Note has been received, and the sub- 
stantial Reply given by the Prime Minister in the House of 
Commons, without matters having been perceptibly advanced. 
The formal Reply will no doubt be in the sense of the 
Prime Minister’s speech. Treated as a question of negotiation 
—the only way in which we can in these columns usefully dis- 
cuss the incident—the defect of the German Note was that it 
suggested no terms, whereas the tone of the Note was not pro- 
pitious to its favourable reception. If it had contained terms 
which could form a basis of negotiation, its tone would, of 
course, have been a matteg of indifference. No litigant. who 
is carrying on a struggle which can only be successful at a 
ruinous cost—cost: which can never be reimbursed—trefuses to 
discuss an offer of terms on account of the tone in which it is 
couched. To do so would be mere folly. But if there are no 
terms, the possibility of a settlement.can only be judged by 
the tone of the offer, and this in the present: case seems to make 
all the difference in the reception of the German Note. The 
Prime Minister’s Reply, on the other hand, is without this 
defect. It states quite explicitly the object of the Allies, and 
it repeats in almost identical terms the sentence which Mr. 
Bonar Law quoted last week from Mr. Asquitn when the Note 
was first. known to be on its way :—‘‘ They (the Allies) required 
that there shall be adequate reparation for the past and 
adequate security for the future.’’ Mr. Lioyp GrorcE 
uses the words ‘‘ Complete restitution, full reparation, 
effectual guarantees.’’ Whether the Central Powers think 
that those are terms on which they can make an offer which 
will end the war is a question on which it is useless to speculate. 
But as a matter of negotiation the next step lies with them. 
Though, as we go to press, we see the news of the long-awaited 
intervention of the President of the United States, an inter- 
vention which will, we doubt not, receive sympathetic and 
generous consideration, and which ought to have a decisive 
influence on the course of the negotiations; and certainly this 
will be the case if statesmen have regard to the great mass of 
the people upon whom the losses and privations of the war 
fall, 
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The Withdrawal of the Treasury Deposit 
Scheme A. 

Tue Treasury announce that Deposit Scheme A is to be 
closed, and that in future deposits for dollar securities and 
other securities to which the Scheme for the Regulation of 
Foreign Exchanges applies will be accepted only under 
Scheme B. The Regulations for Scheme A were issued last 
March, and the principal ones are printed in 60 Soticrrors’ 
JOURNAL, p. 389. The Scheme contemplated a two years’ de 
posit, during which time the depositor was to take the interest 
and dividends, and a bonus of 4 per cent. per annum. Under 
clause 4 the depositor could have his securities realized, and 
under clause 5 the Treasury could, if found necessary, take 
them over at the current New York price, with an addition of 
24 per cent. on such value. Subsequently a proviso was added 
to clause 5 that, if a desire to that effect was expressed at the 
time of deposit, the depositor might, after notification of the 
Treasury’s intention to sell, obtain a release of his securities 
on payment of the value in dollars in New York (60 
Soticitors’ JourNAL, pp. 473, 483). Scheme B was intro- 
duced in August The term of deposit was extended to five 
years, and the Scheme was to embrace all securities included 
in lists to be from time to time published The additional 
4 per cent, per annum was to be paid, but a new arrangement 
was made as to realization. The Treasury were to be entitled 
to realize at any time, but the depositor was not to be imme- 
diately paid off He was to continue to receive the same 
annual payments during the term of the loan as if the securities 
were still on deposit, and at the end he was either to receive 
back similar securities of the same nominal amount, or, at th 
option of the Treasury, the value according to the Stock Ex 
change quotation at the time of their inclusion in the list, with 
an addition of 5 per cent. ; or else the actual price realized, if 
in excess of such total amount (60 Sontcrrors’ Journat, 
pp. 717, 718) Scheme B thus offers greater advantages than 
Scheme A, and the earlier Scheme having served its purpose 

At the same time a new classification 
Scheme B, and clause 4 of Scheme A 


We print 


is now to be withdrawn 


is given of securities i 
is to apply, subject to a reservation, to Scheme B. 
the new Regulations under ‘‘ War Orders.”’ 


Workmen’s Compensation Cases. 

affecting the rights of workmen to 
compensation for injuries have just been decided. The first 
of these, Wardle v. Enthoven & Sons (Limited) (Times, 15th 
inst.), is one of a class which recently has become not un 
common Under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, a 
workman was disentitled to claim compensation if the accident 
was due to his own a difficult 
phrase which led to constant inequalities and caused much 


TWO INTERESTING cases 


‘gross and wilful misconduct’ 


confusion of interpretation lo e cap these evils, the Act 
of 1906 did away with the exception wherever the injury was 
serious or resulted in death; and for a time disputes on this 
But at last an ingenious plea occurred to 


point were closed. 
‘* misconduct ”’ 


some expert practitioner, who suggested that 
by a workman might, ‘pso facto, be a repudiation of his em 
ployment - or, at any rate, might take the act. of disobedience 
outside the scope of the employment altogether ; in which event 
the accident could not. be said to arise ‘‘ out of ’’ and ‘‘in the 
course of’’ that employment. This view commended itself 
to the House of Lords in what is now the leading case of 
Kvrans v. Astley & Co. (1911, A. C. 674), and has undergone 
much extension since then Now, in Wardle v. Enthoven 
(supra), a workman engaged at «melting works met with in 
juries while crossing a bridge in the works which was intended 


to hold a crane, and not for traffic A notice forbidding 
workmen other than engineers or cranemen to use it was in 
fact posted on the bridge The workman, waiting for the 


crane and getting impatient, went in search of the craneman, 
and to do so crossed the bridge The county court judge held 
that this was an act altogether outside the risks of employ 
ment, an@ found that the employer was not liable to pay 
statutory compensation: a finding of fact with which the Court 
of Appeal did not see their way to interfere Tn this parti- 





cular case, by the way, no question of disobedience to orders 
arose, since the judge found that the workman believed it his 
duty to cross the bridge in search of the absent craneman ; so 
the decision shews in a very marked way one of the pitfalls 
for the unwary with which the Act of 1906 must be admitted 


to abound. 


Promise in Consideration of Enlistment. 

Mvucu more satisfactory from the employees’, though not 
from the employers’, point of view is the other case to which 
we have referred, Warburton vy. Wholesale 
Society (reported elsewhere). Here a firm promised to their 
workmen certain benefits if they would enlist in the Army. 
The plaintiff enlisted, and claimed those benefits. He had in 
fact been an employee when the promise was made, but subse- 
quently met with an accident, for which he received weekly 
compensation, and on the discontinuance of the compensation, 
which followed his recovery from the injuries, he enlisted in 
the Army. The existence of a valid contract in consideration 
of the enlistment was admitted, but the employer contended 
that it only applied to actual employees in their service at 
the moment of enlistment—not to an ex-employee who had 
been in receipt of statutory compensation. The question 
really turns on whether or not the acceptance of statutory 
compensation, when such compensation is paid from week to 
week in respect of a temporary injury, terminates a contract 
of employment. Now, it is settled law that a contract of ser- 
vice is terminated by permanent incapacitation of the servant 
for his work, but not by mere temporary illness: Cuckson vy 
Stones (1 E. & E. 248). It has also been held that this rule 
applies in the case of a temporary accident giving a right to 
compensation: Elliott v. Liggens (1902, 2 K. B. 84). 
Curiously enough, the last-named case decided that the receipt 
of compensation excludes the right to wages for the period 
of incapacitation, although it does not terminate the contract; 
it is not easy to find any ground of principle for this exclusion 
by substitution, and the Court of Appeal intimated that it 
has an open mind on the correctness of that part of the de 
sion. 3ut the general principle established by these cases 
seems clearly to leave it a question of fact whether or not 
uny statutory accident is so permanent in its effeets as to ter- 
minate the workman’s uncompleted period of service, and 
the Court of Appeal upheld decisions of the courts below that 
in this case WarBURTON’s employment was still alive when he 
nlisted The result, of course, is that he tak+s the b 
of the contractual pron ise to enlisted employes 


( ‘0-0 rative 


Liahility on Forged Cheques. 

THE JUDGMENT of SANKEY, J., in Maemillan v. London Joint 
Stock Bank (Times, 21st inst.), very usefully and, if we may 
sav so, clearly summarizes the result of the authorities to 
the liability of a bank for paying a cheque which has been 
fraudulently altered. A banker holds the money of his cus- 
tomer and pays it away on the customer’s direction or mandate, 
and primd facie the risk of forgery falls upon the banker. If 
he pays on a forged cheque, that is not a payment under the 
customer’s mandate, and it does not discharge the banker. 
On the other hand, the banker is entitled to be protected 
against negligence on the part of the customer, and he is not 
liable if (1) the customer has been negligent in the drawing ol 


the cheque, and (2) if such negligence was the proximat 


of the loss. As is well known, a strong decision in favour f 
bankers was given in Foung v. Grote (4 Bing. 253), where 
a customer had left signed blank cheques for use in his bust 
ness by his wife. The wife filled one up for £50 9s., and a 
clerk altered this to £350 2s. The banker paid the larger 
amount. and was held to be entitled to debit. it to the cus 
tomer. This, apparently, was on the ground that the customer 
had been negligent in leaving blank cheques, and that he was 
estopped from disputing the amount for which the chequ: wa 
ultimately filled in. But the case has always been os “ 
\ adimit- 


guished where possible, and it has received continually : 
ishing respect as an authority. In the words of SANKEY, ¢» 
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in the present case, the modern tendency has been to bury 
rather than to praise it In Scholfield v. Earl of Londes- 
borough (1896, A. C. 574) it was easy to distinguish it because 
the alleged negligence was as between acceptor of a bill of 
exchange and indorsee, and it was held that there was no duty 
of the former to the latter which would make the acceptor liable 
for negligence. But in the Colonial Bank of Australasia’s 
case (1906, A. C. 549), which was one of banker and customer, 
it was held that the drawing of a cheque with spaces so as to 
enable fraudulent alterations to be made was not negligence ; 
and in Kepitigalla Rubber Estates v. National Bank of India 
(1909, 2 K. B. 1010), Bray, J., in a considered judgment, 
held that the omission of the customer to take precautions 
against forgeries by his servants was not negligence. This 
seems to come very near to the present case. The plaintiff 
signed a cheque for £2 for petty cash which his clerk presented 
to him just as he was leaving his office for lunch. Only the 
figure was then, so Sankey, J., found, filled in. The clerk 
afterwards filled in £120 in words and altered the figure ‘‘ 2 ’’ 
to match. The learned Judge held that the plaintiff was not 
negligent in the transaction, and accordingly the bank did not 
escape its primd facie liability to bear the loss. 


Judgment by Consent without Swearing the Jury: 

OUR ATTENTION has been called to a newspaper report of 
a case entered for trial at the Leeds Assizes. The report is 
headed, ‘‘ Scene at Assizes,’’ and gives an account of a rather 
keen discussion between Mr. Justice Low, the presiding 
judge, and the counsel for the parties. The action, which 
was for breach of promise, had been entered by the plaintiff 
for trial with a special jury, and after the jury had taken 
their seats the counsel for the plaintiff rose and announced 
that there would be judgment for the plaintiff by consent for 
specified sums for damages and costs respectively. The 
learned Judge then interposed, saying that the jury must be 
sworn before he could hear the application, and adding that 
something must be done to put a stop to the practice of 
putting down cases for trial by special juries, summoning a 
large number of jurors, keeping them waiting about, and 
then at the last moment, when the jury were actually in the 
box, settling the case. And he had resolved that in future, 
when a special jury was actually in the box, he would listen 
to no application until they had been sworn. The counsel 
on both sides protested, but the learned Judge refused to 
alter his decision, and, after the jury had been sworn, ordered 
the solicitor for the plaintiff to pay the fees of the special 
jurors, and they were accordingly paid. It is scarcely neces 
sary to remind our readers that, according to settled practice, 
jurors receive their fees from the party entering the cause 
for trial, such fees being payable after the jurors are sworn, 
and being paid then or during the hearing of the 
Assuming that the facts are correctly reported, we submit that 
they hardly justified the learned Judge in the course which 
he took. Nothing is better known than that, in many cases, it 
is only the prospect of an immediate hearing which induces 
one of the parties to offer or accept a settlement, and in this 
particular case there was no proof of any delay in communica- 
ting the agreement of the parties to the Court. And the 
jurors cannot be said to have earned their fees if they are 
discharged without hearing the case. In the recent report 
of the Committee to inquire into the law and practice of 
juries, the Commissioners express their opinion that jury ser- 
vice is one of the duties which every citizen owes to the State, 
and that he ought not to be paid for the performance of this 
duty. 


case 


Hanging in Chains. 

THE ACCESSION of the late Emperor of Austria was followed 
in 1849 by the termination of the war in Hungary and the 
execution as traitors of a number of Hungarian generals whose 
bodies were hung in chains like those of common criminals. 
Hanging in chains has long become obsolete in any State of the 
Continent, but it only became illegal in this country in 1834 





The Act 2 & 3 Geo. 2 (1752), c. 37, an Act for preventing the 
horrid crime of murder, recited that it had become necessary 
that some further terror and peculiar mark of infamy should 
be added to the punishment of death inflicted on such as should 
be guilty of the said heinous offence, and that the sentence 
should be pronounced in open court in order to impress a just 
terror in the mind of the offender, and in the minds of such as 
should be present, of the crime of murder. It was in pursuance 
of this statute that Eucene Aram, the Yorkshire schoolmaster, 
was hung in chains at Knaresborough. By section 5 the Judge 
was empowered to appoint the body of the criminal to be hung 
‘in such manner as is now practised for the most 
atrocious offences,’’ shewing that the practice had existed before 
the date of the statute [t was only in July, 1834, that by 
1&5 Wil. 4, c. 26, it was expressly enacted that the bodies of 
murderers should no longer be hung in chains. Public opinion 
was evidently impatient of so revolting an exhibition, and had 
no sympathy with the story of the traveller who, seeing a 
gibbet, thanked God that he was in a civilized country. 


in chains 





- rr. ° 
Fallen ‘Trees on Highways. 
STUDENTS of our law reports are well aware of one curious 
English jurisprudence for ever 
coming into evidence. When an event is of almost everyday 
occurrence In some part of the country, one would expect to 
find that the legal relationship to which it gives rise had been 
One would imagine that it is 


characteristic of which is 


decided a hundred times over. 
only necessary to consult a suitable text-book, or ‘‘ Halsbury,’’ 
y in order to find abundant authority as 
to all its most obvious Yet this 
is more often than not the contrary of what one finds. Points 
which seem the simplest turn out to be without reported 
authority to guide the practitioner called upon to advise a 


or the Encyclopedia 
results in rights and duties. 


client. 

This characteristic is aptly illustrated by a recent decision 
of the Divisional Court: Hudson v. Bray (Times, 13th inst.). 
A tree on a farm was blown down by a violent gale and cast 
across an adjoining highway. It blown down in the 
night-time, and the farmer received notice of the mishap early 
He neither removed the tree nor placed a guard 
and, indeed, 


was 


next day. 
over it, nor lighted it with a lamp next evening ; 
as the scene of the accident was in Hertfordshire, he might 
well have pleaded the Defence of the Realm Regulations and 
Lighting Orders as an exeuse for omitting the last precau- 
tion. Probably, however, scarcity of labour caused by the 
public needs prevented him from taking any precautions at 
all to secure collision. Be that as it 
may, next evening a motorist ran into the tree and suffered 
personal injuries as well as injuries to his car, for which he 
claimed damages against the farmer. He succeeded in the 
county court, but on appeal a Divisional Court (RipLey and 
Avory, JJ.) have held that the farmer had not broken any 
legal obligation, and entered judgment for the defendant. 
Now, when we consider these facts for a moment, it seems 
at first that many alternative grounds of claim are all equally 
The first and most obvious is nuis- 


passengers against a 


good against the farmer 
ance. Surely a fallen tree on the highway is an obstruction 
to the highway, so that the owner of the tree is responsible 
for the nuisance thereby occasioned to the public at large. 
And it is trite law that whoever suffers special damages from 
a public nuisance, whether or not an obstruction to the high- 
way, can recover damages from the person responsible for 
causing that nuisance. And if it be argued that the omis- 
sion to abate a nuisance caused by one’s property is not the 
same thing as the commission of a nuisance, Gully v. Smith 
(12 Q. B. D. 121) seems an authority for the proposition that 
failure to remove an obstruction caused by one’s property 18 
equivalent to ‘‘ wilful ”’ obstruction of the highway. But to all 
this there appears to be a sufficient answer. The person re- 
sponsible for a nuisance is not the owner of the thing which 
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is its physical cause, but the person whose acts or omissions 


are its efficient cause. If my bull is stolen by a mischievous | 


person and turned loose in the highway, he is the tort feasor, 
not I. Here a violent gale caused the falling of the tree, and, 
therefore, the defence of vis major seems an adequate reply 
to an action in nuisance, if the nuisance alleged is that of 
the owner of the tree: Nichols v. Marsland (1875, L. R. 10 
Ex. 208). 

But here a second ground of action suggests itself. May 
not the farmer, as occupier of the land on which the tree grew, 
be liable for the wrong resulting from a trespass or nuisance 
of his tree on the highway? If we take the case of an ad join- 
ing field in the occupation of another person, it is clear that 
there is liability ‘‘ in case’’ where the occupier of the land 
allows the branches of his tree to overhang his neighbour’s 
land, or its roots to grow therein, in such a way as to cause 
actual damage: Smith v. Giddy (1904, 2 K. B. 448). Buteven 
then he is absolved from liability if the neighbour can avoid 
the damage by cutting the branches and the roots: Simmon 
v. Welby (1895, A. C. 1). In fact, it is only when the tree 
is poisonous, or has poisonous branches, such as a yew tree, 
the branches of which are poisonous to cattle (Crowhurst v. 
Amersham Burial Board, 4 Ex. D. 5), that this ground of 
liability arises. The same principle applies, it is submitted, 
whether a neighbour’s land or a highway be the locality of the 
noxious result; in other words, whether the nuisance be 
private or public. Unless the tree is a dangerous thing, then, 
it is impossible to support a claim based on the occupation of 
the land whereon it grew, 

Suppose, however, we were boldly to say that the tree was 
a dangerous thing, would that carry us any farther? Pro- 
bably not, for three reasons. In the first place, it is not, 
except in very special cirumstances, possible to say that a 
tree is an artificial thing brought on one’s land to be kept 
there at one’s peril; but, if not, then the basis of the doctrine 
in Rylands v. Fletcher (1868, L. R. 3 H. L. 330) is gone at 
once. Again, even were the tree newly planted, or quite 
rotten, so as to let in the rule in that leading case, the damage 
here caused is not the proximate result of its escape, but a 
remote consequence. The nuisance is not to the soil of the 
highway, but to a person using it. Lastly, vis major is a 
sufficient answer in all cases of this kind. 

But now, cannot we go a step farther? Cannot one leave 
these forms of action, framed in nuisance or quasi-nuisance, 
and set up negligence at once? Of course, any person who 
brings his person or property into proximity with those of 
others on the highway or elsewhere must take reasonable care 
to avoid a collision, and failure to take this reasonable care 
is an actionable breach of duty Here, again, however, we 
are up against a stone wall. For the farmer did not bring 
the tree on the highway, nor yet any agent of his; he had 
no wish to see it there. 

One chance still remains. Under section 72 of the High 
way Act, 1835, it is an offence wilfully to obstruct the high- 
way in a number of specified ways, and in Gully v. Smith 
(supra) it was held that allowing a wall to fall on the highway 
by lack of repair, followed by failure to remove it on reason- 
able notice, is an offence under this section. If so, here is 
a breach of a statutory duty, causing special damages. Why 
is it not actionable? The Divisional Court replied that the 
statutory duty is merely to remove the tree (here a matter im- 
possible at the time), not to guard and light it, so that no 
breach of the statutory duty had taken place. And so our 
points of law are all resolved in favour of the defendant. 


In the House of Lords on the 14th inst., on the consideration of the 
Commons Amendments to the Registration of Business Names Bill, 
Lord Muir Mackenzie, who acted as chairman of the Select Committee, 
said that they did not feel themselves in any way responsible for the 
character of the Bill as returned from the House of Commons, but they 
did not wish to combat the Commons amendments. The Commons 


amendments were agreed to with some additional amendments. 





The Specific Enjoyment of Trust 


Bequests. 


II. 
Tere is another aspect of the subject, however, which is 


worth remembering. It is hardly necessary to state the prin- 


| cipal rule (by which we mean the venerable canon of interpre- 


tation made known to the general public in Howe v. Earl o/ 
Dartmouth), but as it is of vast sweep and comprehensive force, 
it may be well to penetrate below the surface, and see if benefit 
be not derivable from ascertaining the ground from which it 
springs. Clearly, in any will of which Eaton’s or Mr. Samvet 
Meyer's is a type, there is something veiled ; and what an ex 
positor has to bring out is the idea of the testator respecting the 
conversion of his residuary personal property. The expositor, 
as he is barred from treating the mere absence of a direction to 
convert as an expression of the testator’s intention, may 
answer, as a general rule, either for or against conversion, so 
little hint, or indication, of his idea has the testator vouchsafed 


But the reader knows that Equity delighteth in equality ; that 


over and over again the Court has told trustees to have regard 
to the rights and interests of all the cestwis que trust in an 
equal degree; and that it is considered desirable that unity 
should animate the various sections of the law. It is not sur- 
prising therefore to find that the Court of Chancery decided, 
once and for all, that, unless a contrary intention is apparent 
in the will, the intent is that the legatees shall enjoy the same 
thing in succession, and, as a consequence, it declared for a 
conversion into more permanent investments as the only 
means of giving effect to such intent. 

But this construction obviously leaves open a question which 
often arises, is sometimes overlooked, and is always difficult. 
A correct answer is as momentous as is the difficulty presented 
by the question, Has the testator, in the will under considera 
tion, indicated, with sufficient distinctness, his meaning to be 
that the tenant for life shall enjoy the property in specie? 
The diligent reader of case law will unfortunately find a great 
number of authorities illustrative of the principle upon which 
a Court of Interpretation acts in deciding this question ; and as 
the fruitage of these authorities, we venture to submit that 
one of two elements was always present in those cases where the 
Court found an expression, or indication, of intention to ex 
clude the operation of the rule, viz., either words which, in their 
natural and literal sense, import the use or enjoyment of the 
property in the state in which it was at the testator’s death 
(see Pickering v. Pickering, 4 My. & C. 289; Collins v. Collins, 
2 My. & K. 703), or directions as to the conversion of the pro- 
perty which are inconsistent with a conversion upon the testa 
tor’s death (see Alcock v. Sloper, 2 My. & K. 699; Harris v. 
Poyner, 1 Drew, 174). Wuicram, V.C., expressed an opinion 
that the Court, in applying the rule, had leant against conver- 
sion as strongly as was consistent with the supposition that the 
rule is well founded (//inves v. //inves, 3 Hare, 509, 611); 
yet, as Lord Romitty, M.R., so clearly put it, unless, upon a 
fair construction of the will under exposition, there can be 
gathered some expression of intention that the property is to 
be enjoyed in specie, the principal rule is to prevail ; and it is 
incumbent upon a person contesting its application, as well as 
upon a Court deciding against its application, to point out the 
words in the will which excludes its operation: Morgan \ 
Morgan (14 Beav. 72, 82). 

Will a dialectician be entirely satisfied with the reasons given 
in justification of these old rules in Chancery? Is it unreason 
able for a scientific expositor to consider the absence of a direc- 
tion to convert as some expression of intention on the part of 
the writer relative to conversion? With modern fluctuating 
stock markets, does a conversion into trust investments prove 
the only means, or a sure means, of enabling successive legatees 
to enjoy the same thing? How would the Judges deal with the 
subject to-day, if it were uncovered by authority? These are 
very interesting inquiries, but we must leave them for the 
consideration of the reader. 
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Books of the Week. 


Stamp Duties.—The Law of Stamp Duties on Deeds and 
other Instruments. By E. N. Arg, of the Solicitors’ Department, 
Inland Revenue, Barrister-at- Law. Revised and Enlarged by 


ArTHUR REGINALD Rupaut, Barrister at-Law. With Notes o 
Practice by Hergert WiLtiAM Jorpan. Fourteenth Editior 
Jordan & Sons (Limited). 10s. net. 

Juridical Review. December, 1916. W. Green & Son (Limited 





Correspondence. 
Judicial Settlement of International Disputes. 
[Vo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter. } 


Sir,—Your summary of my lecture on the above subject in yout 
rrent issue (p. 154) is so liberal and accurate that 1 am sure 


yu will allow me to correct by relerence to that summary its 
a wrong impression which, as IL believe unintentionally, 
editorial comment (on p. 125) may give of my opinion, lor wha 
it is worth, on the vital question of the sanctions for the hon 


military remedy of international strife. 1 submitted that the force 


of public opinion will now be much more likely to prove “a coercive 
sanction of prime value.”’ But so far from saying the world would 
be able “ to rely solely on public opinion”’ (as the comment states), 


| expressly and, after careful deliberation, said (p. 156) that “ t 
be practical we must provide tor the present at least three otnel 
sanctions . . . international diplomacy, international non 
intercourse, and an international police force.’ Lhis is shewn by 
your report of my lecture, which, of course, dealt with the matte 


at greater length. Warwick H, Drarer. 
Lincoln’s-inn, Dec. 16. 


We regret that in our comment we misrepresented Mr. Draper's 


attitude as to international coercion ; but a perusal of the passa 


in our report of his lecture (ante, p. 136), distinguishing between a 


police force “to impose the international opinion or decision 


on a recalcitrant or pugnacious power, and the creation of an 
international force for some other and apparently less ambitiou 
purposes, 


of the sanction to enforce the international will is, of course, vital 


to any scheme of the kind in questian. We should add that at the 
end of the first paragraph of the report of Mr. Draper's lecture 
“ages and soldiers”’ should read “sages and soldiers.’’-—Ep. S./.] 


Officers and Men of H.M. Forces and the Courts 


(Ik:mergency Powers) Act, 1916. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Keporter.} 


Sir,—We have read your article in the current issue of 
your paper in which you refer to Mr. Justice Eve's decision in 
fud ye V. D Ardenne. We note that you contend that this case 
decides the guestion of whether a man of military age who is in 
the Reserve /forces is entitled to the benefit of the Courts (Emer- 
gency Powers) Act, 1916, as being a member of his Majesty’s 
forces. If you will kindly turn to the report in the Weekly Notes 
of the 16th inst., p. 415, you will there find that the applicant 
was stated to be seventy years of age, and was, therefore, not of 
Miuitary age. It further stated that the applicant only contested 
the case on the ground that he was an attested volunteer, 

We respectfully suggest that this decision does not in any way 
affect the point as to whether a man of military age is a member 
of his Majesty’s Forces within the meaning of the Act of 1916. 

Warren & Warren. 

4, Great James-street, Bedford-row, London, W.C., Dec. 18. 

Our correspondents will notice that we expressed our opinion 
with some diffidence, and the recent decision no doubt does not 
expressly cover the case of men who are brought into the forces 
under the Military Service Acts. The question is whether in 
principle any man, however brought in, can be treated as a member 
of H.M. Forces for the purpose of the Courts (Emergency Powers) 
Act, whilst not actually serving —Ep. S.J.] ‘ . ; 


The Lord Chancellorship. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter. ] 


Sur,—In your comments upon the complaint I made in the 
Times with regard to the political status of the Lord Chancellor, 
I think you have missed the point of my argument. You con 


Cll 


will perhaps explain how we went wrong. The nature 


i 
l. 


centrate your attention upon my purely incidental complaint that 


itical appointments to this high 


li 
the present system o making } 


nent of numerous pensions at the 
that an ex-Lord Chancellor in 

al, work for which other Lords 
this 1s an excellent defence 
ibitually do this work, but it 
kor, obviously, if the present 


the pas 


Lord Chancellor with every 

n far more ex-Lord Chancellors, 
than can possibly be required 
on the Judicial Committee of the 
iy letter to the Times was that 
realm ought to be entirely 
ns. The Lord Chancellor ought, 
inted for life and to be only 
ess from both Houses of Parlia- 

Harotp Cox. 
Dec. 20. 


pensions is incidental, and 
i-political nature of the office 
id, the oflice would lose its 
objection to the 

on which no doubt 

is adopted, ag very 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


WARBURTON v. CO-OPERATIVE WHOLESALE SOCIETY (LIM. 
No, 1. 6th, 9th, Lith, and 15th December. 
NTRACT oF SERVICE—‘*‘ EMPLOYEE IN SERVICB 
RECEIVING COMPENSATION FOR INJURY 
Ck RELATION—W ORKMEN COMPENSATION 


until March, ILS, ! . I i ical exam) tian hie defendants 

\ notice that, | b) lo t i nt he ng ter ! ited, 
they would cease the paymen is the plaintiff went back to work, 
but enlist in th ni rtnis é I he meantime the de 
fendants ‘ t i 4th Sept , 4914, olloy During 
the peri d of tl it De lded | pay mpioyees ho have 
been illed up ¢ u ered r service tu War _ vernment 
allowances am hrift fume ntribut S. n th September the 
defendants p t} supplem il notice printed in red, 

t] 


employees in the serv! ft clety } to t é rati of war.”’ 

It was admitted it t e notices tituted itt ie plaintiff 

claimed pay nt t t defend- 

ints ¢ ite ¢ lat, i it he ot the irat i war he was 
in the 
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entitled 

vult. 
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case where a workman was receiving compensation under the Work-| the enemy partner. Lord Parker, in his judgment in the De th 
men’s Compensation Act, 1906: Elliott v. Liggens (1902, 2 K. B. 84), | Co.’s case (supra), pointed out that, ‘‘ subject to any legislation to th ass 
where it was held nal Court that the service was not ended, | contrary or anything contained in the treaty of peace, when | tr 
although the mai 1ot recover wages while in receipt of com- | came, enemy property in this country would be restored to its « t] 








th 


just as property in enemy countries belonging an 





pensation, and ay the compensation. ‘There | after the war } 

was some difficult; lor ip thought, in understanding the ground | Majesty’s subjects would or ought to be restored to them afte t] 

on which the latter point v lecided, and he desired to keep an open | war The declaration on this point must be amended, and as ame 
mind if it should | hereafter necessary for the Court to consider it. | should read : Declare that the partnership was dissolved on 4th Augu 
He thought tiff in employee in the service of the society on | 1914, that the defendants are entitled to their share in the said part cl 

4th August, 1! and also in May, 1915, when he enlisted. His lord- | ship, including goodwill, if any.’’ The appellants having failed in t pr 
ship was unable to appreciate » argument on the second point, and | contention that war did nm olve the partnership, but succeed + 
he could not insert in th ntract the various contingencies said to be | with regard to the declaration, each party must bear their costs of ° 
implied. Had the workman been doing his full work on 4th August, | appeal 

and gone on compensation on 6th August, and remained so until Janu Bankes, L.J., gave judgment agreeing 

ary, 1915, his absen ron rk would not have taken him out of the | Eady. 

contract It was rther argued, though faintly, that the contract of A. 'T. Lawrence, J., dissenting as to the declaration o itinuing eect 
service which mig! » been terminated by notice was in fact ter iterest of the defendants only, agreed tn totv with Atkin, J : but 
minated by wh place in March, 1915 jut the county court W. Lilley, for the appellants; Leslie Scott, K.C., and G. pt All 
judge had found a t th i0thing had ever been done by either r the respondents. Soxicirors, Herbert Smith, Goss pos 
party to terminate t yf service before 17th May, 1915, jory; Burn & Berridge ass 
and that the tel ts hat cognized that it continued by keeping [Reported by Ersxine Rep, Barrister-at-Law.] wil 
the plainti me he ks The Divisi il Court took the lial 
same view, al | h I he ion in coming to the same conclusi “ = z tor 


The ippeal ta i I dismissed with costs 


_Wantixcrox aid Scnvrrox, 1,dJ., delivered judgment to the same High Court—Chancery Division. ~ 

effect, the former obs« ing that ie reference in the not to * tull 08 

i her , , eid Ke THE NATIONAL STANDARD LIFE ASSURANCE CORPORATION ee 
h the my < i esti ight at the time of enlistment 


wages seem » ime , he society were contemp! 3 

in which Neville, J. 14th November. P 
be receiving less th | wages.—CounseL, Gordon Hewart, K.C., | Company—WINDING-UP—LifE ASSURANCE COMPANY—STATUTORY D Pit 
and Barringte rd, rd Atkinson, K.C., and Acton. So.icirors POSIT—ASSETS OF THE CompANY—CosTs OF AUTHORIZED ACTION BY 

f'orr & Co., fo 807 chdale ; Davenport, Cunliffe, & Blake, rue LiguipatoR—Assurance Companies Act, 1909 (9 Eb. 7, c. 4 

for T'atham rth ; 3. 2 (1) (3), 3 (2 i 


ported b AN@F( w r t-L 7 2 1 G04 ; 
[Reported by H. Lanerorp Lawis, Barrister at-Law.] the section 3 (2) of the Assurance Companies Act, 1909, puts Cox 





’ olicy-| s in a privieged position with regard to their rights St 
STEVENSON & SONS (LIM.) v. AKTIENGESELLSCHAFT FUR mo « Mande dancetiet candice ha tok t¢ dans Gat aa i 
CARTONNAGEN INDUSTRIE, No. 2. 3ist October; Ist and | jn the position of debenture-holders : st 

30th November, ee gly, i the appl cation of the liquidator, that t { 
WaR—CoONTRACT—ENGLISH AND GERMAN PARTIES TO PARTNERSHIP AND . as lu ( i osts of the winding-up of the com] hes 
AGENCY——DISSOLUTION Or PARTNERSHIP—TJERMINATION OF AGENCY l into Court by the liquidator by 1 pity 





PRESERVATION NEM INTERESTS IN PARTNERSHIP—LEGAL PRO ecurity for costs, in & r they related to the life assurance The 
CEEDIN« { 5 4 8 nly, lie dat having waived hia contention that 2. 
On ft s liabi ) costs of the w nding-up of the other busin ( I H 
plai: tiff o P j ‘ at ee = ‘ ok ! : Quere, whether the defendant would be liable for the aaa 
ment , : 2 ‘4 ee : dt n of the other businesses they 
mach u j taken out by the liquidator ‘ I i ve the 
det te’ int nartne wed us 1 from 4th ( y for the de 1 of the following questions {| t 
1914 ; f ’ t Las asker ! Haintiffs Vhether ne ecu ies in Court, representing the deposit, v ‘ 1 ¢ 
Hel F ’ ot the company, so as to be Tl 
this point sawrence, . } 1) that. a . 2 | the general s of the winding-up, including the getting in of t em} 
partne | , } | asst vy; (2) monies paid into Court by the liquidat ment 
decla costs of proceedings, which he had | pens 
laid d ; irry on. The company was incorporated had 
Rubbe: OLICIT Te ‘ n 1906 for the « ying on of any class of insurance business, ex t Gen 
The it , ; . an part Lould be « as ¢ marine insurance, but the business was, in fact, almost entirely confined ie 
1914 | J ; } to ordinary and industrial life insurance The £20,000 dex insu1 


on 4t/ t 
fiscated, vt , had been made under the Life Assurance Companies Acts, ) pany 
: ’ Z ; > These Acts . 


Orde 46 


‘ 


vere repealed, but in substance re-enacted, | in a 
admitted that the liabilities of the deposited fund were t of £. 
we under the present enactment, the Assurance Companie; Act, 1 subse 
the wen, She cheletiis win under the old enactments, In June last a winding up Ol In 1 
ss Wnaitel, entanen ce , = ot Mamsiesten + Gee defendenta against the company Ihe liquidator now confined |} laim to The 
German n ny ! sade! In 1906 an agreement was sealing: ind deposits PeIasing to the life business and the | ea and . 
: \ Che question depended upon the construction of fol on th 

f the Assurance Com} 

3) provides as follows 

f the memorandum of association of the cor pa I only 
t) rhe f the proposed company, and, ipon t] divid 
t iy, shall be deemed to have be ! NE 
f the as ets of the company, and the registra fact 


zgal Proceedings z ns _ " : = % “ : 
) that effect, and, furthet ue a certificate of incorporation of the company until t empl 


Appeal by tl el hant ul ed | Atkin, J 
jury, ol questior t e ele ( e war 1a mitract 


and on 


, 
entered into unde ‘ h tl ntiffs were appointed sole agents 


vanies Act, 1909, ss. 2 (3) (4), 2 com] 
“The deposit may b ! again 





Great Britair na lon ! le « 1 machine made by the 
defendants to n f e met lvgings for strengthening cardboard 


partner ' 





rt 


um in respect thereof | . ' Sub-section 4 provides VI a company cat Dir 
1914. The learned 0 . carry on assurance busines ore n one The } 
made a further { l f £20,000 shall be deposited, ar tion | 

of their share pects each class of busine _— s 
date of 4th 1! ect of any class of business in respect of which a separate s 
to any fund i required to be kept, shall be deemed to form pal Pe 1 

nts appealed. | tha t and all interest accruing due on any such deposit or t urd 


h it is for the time being invested shall be 

pany to that fund.’”’ Section 3 (1) provides: 

assurance company transacting other business besides 
or transacting more than one class of assurance busi! 
yunt shall be kept of all receipts in respect of the ass 
or of each class of assurance business, and the re 


the judgment appealed fron vrong in deciding that upon the disso in < t of the assurance business, or, in the case of a com) In th 
business I A 


lution the English rtner had ; r o purchase the share of the | Carrying on more than one class of assuran 
enemy partner ; . sation. al } he enemy partner was not ach of business shall be carried to and form a sey { Lease 
entitled t ih rofit ri t vital since 4th August. 1914, | asst ce fund with an appropriate name : Provided IN 

and altho ntit] 5 |} nterest on capital by the | nothing in this section shall require the investments of y Nay 
contract of partr ip, and altl 1 the English partner had, since | such fund to be kept separate from the investments of any other , 
the outbreak of the war. carried <« siness of the partnership and fund.’’ Sub-section 2 provides ‘**A fund of any particular cl 1/ 
used the business capital and machinery vhich a moiety belonged to | hall be absolutely the security of the policy-holders of that class 





Ae ) that Atkin, 
J.. was right } at the } rs » and agency came to an 
end on 4th Augus » thought, however, that he was wrong in 
his declaration wh eff. ( iscat I reign partner’s right 


subsequent to that date ‘fendants’ n contention was that 


ne 
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though it belonged to a company carrying on no other business than 
assurance business of that class, and shall not be liable for any con 

ts of the company for which it would not have been liable had 
the busines; of the company been only that of assurance of that class, 
and shall not be applied, directly or indirectly, for any purposes othe 
than those of the class of business to which the fund is applicable.”’ 

NEVILLE, J., aftez stating the facts, said : lhe question to be de 

led is whether the holders of life policies have the same sort of 
charge upon the deposited fund as debenture-holders have upon the 
property comprised in the debentures, or, in other words, have they 
4 right to exhaust the fund before the company can have anything fo 
cots or otherwise. Section 2, sub-section 3, of the Assurance Com 
panies Act, 1909, contains a clear statement that the deposited fund is 
to be assets of the company Phe qeestion in thi case is, how far 
that proposition is limited by the subsequent sections No doubt 
section 3, sub-section 2, gives the policy-holders a privileged position, 
but I do not think it puts them in the position of debenture-holders 
All that is expressed in that section is that they are to be in the same 
position as if the company had carried on only the business of life 
assurance. That would cleanly have leit it liable to the costs of 
winding-up that business. It may be that the fund cannot be made 
liable for the costs of winding-up other businesses. But the liquida 
tor has waived that, and it is not necessary to decide the point. The 
answer to the question thould be fhat, the liquidator not asking fot 
any further order, it must be declared that the fund is liable to th 
osts of the winding up and to the deyx its by the liquidator, so far 
as they related to the life assurance business only.—Counse., Percy 
F. Wheeler; Fairfax Luxmoore Soticrrors, Close & Co.; Pontifex, 
Pitt, & Johnson 

[Reported by I. M. Mar, Barrieter-at-Law.) 


Re RENISHAW IRON CO. (LIM.). Neville, J. 14th Nov ember. 
ComepaNy-WINDING-Up—INSURED EmMpLoYER—BotH EMPLOYER AND IN 
SURANCE COMPANY IN LIQUIDATION—PROOF FOR COMPENSATION 
WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION Act, 1906 (6 Ep. 7, c. 58), s. 5, SUB 

SECTIONS 1, 2, 3, AND 5. 

An insurance company u h ch unde ook ( nployer liability msurance 
became insol nt while cla s ¢ a nsured employer company to r¢ 
imbursement for weekly eu wruahle 17 jured workmen were current 
The employer convpany pr 
pany, and then itself became ) 

Held, that the workmer ; ont rove n the liquidation of the 


employer company for such amount, ny, of the compensation to which 


rir ding uj of the maurance com 


they were entitled in excess f mount at which the liability of 
the insurance con pany had been agre d ; 

te Pethick, Dix, & Co. (Limited), Burrows v. The Company (1915 

26), applied. . 

This was a summons in company winding-up. Two workmen in the 
employment of the company had met with accidents during their employ 
ment by the company in 1908 and 1909 respectively, and the com 
pensation had in each case been agreed at £1 a week. The employers 
had insured themselves against all liability with the Law Car and 
General Insurance Corporation (Limited), and the said sums were paid 
by the employers and recouped by the insurance company until the 
insurance company went into liquidation. In 1910 the insurance com 
pany was ordered to be wound up compulsorily, and the employers put 
ina proof for £687, for claims under their policy, which included sums 


of £350 and £250 for the two workmen in questior The proof was | 


subsequently agreed at £500. but it had not been finally dealt with 
In 1915 the employers passed a resolution to wind up voluntarily 
The workmen claimed to prove in the employers’ liquidation for £246 
and £417 respecti ely The juidator had rejected both thes proots, 
on the ground that all the rights of the emplovers against the insurances 
company had vested in the workmen, and they had no further clain 
against the employers. It seemed that the insurance mpany would 
only pay about 2s. in the £, while the employers will pay a much larger 
dividend , 

Nevitte, J., after stating the facts, said: I do not think that the 
fact that the insurance company went into liquidation before the 
employers makes this case any different from the case of Re Pethick, 

». (1915, 1 Ch, 26), and I shall accordingly follow that decision 
The proof must stand only for such amount (if any) as the compensa 
» which the workn ‘nm were ent tled ex eeded the £500. at which 
ibility of the insurance company has been agreed.—Counser 
Sinclar; Whinney Sonicitors, Jackson ad Jackson, for J. W 
ugqhty, Sheffield: Johns: Weatherall, 4 Sturt for Benson 
£ (o., Sheffield 


(Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 


King’s Bench Division. 


In the Matter of AN ARBITRATION BETWEEN C. G. KIRKLINTON 
AND J. E. CARTER WOOD. Lush, J. 6th and 7th December. 
Lease -TERM DETERMINABLE BY Notice—CoveNANT By LESSEE TO PAINT 
IN NAMED Years—Term Enpep sy Norice Durtna CuRRENCY OF 

Namen Year—DLaaniiry or Lesser 
_ A lease made in 1904 for 21 years, with a proviso for determination 
ey either party on siz months’ notice, contained a covenant hy the lessee 
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ise made Ist May, 1916, the lessor, C. G. Kirklinton, 


Kirklnton Hall, Cumberland, Lo the lessee Joseph 


d for 21 years from lst March, 1904, there being a provision 
party might put an end to the term by six months’ notice 
| entered into a covenant that, in 1909, and also in 
uld so long last, he would paint, varnish 

und iron work usually painted, varnished 

remises with . . in a proper and 


ike Mant otice was given by the executor of the 


undet the provision ot the lease 
termined, on Ist March, 1916, and 
Disputes then arose between the 
executor of the lessee was liable to 
year 1916 These disputes were referred 
vard in the form of a special case for 
liability of the executor of the lessee. 
gyment, said that the lessor contended that 
to perform the covenant, and, not having 


performed it, was bound to pay damages for the breach. The lessee’s 


executor 


he had the 
there was therefore no breach until the year 1916 came to an 
end, and 
in 


lessee 


came t 


the opini 
the corre 
| determined, there would » been no breach on the part of the lessee 


mtended that the meaning and effect of the covenant was that 
vhole of the year 1916 in which to perform the covenant, and 
pursuant to the powers reserved to the 

vas determined before the term 

ere is n liability under the covenant In 

n ol learnes Judge the contention of the le 


ssor Was 
t one t vas quite true that, if the lease had not been 


on the date nq on, lst Marel 1916 None the less, there was 


in obli 
that « 
that n 
M rch, 


as the year commenced, to perform 
lInasmu he executor of the lessee, by giving 
out of his power to perform the covenant after Lst 
uld not itend that he was not under an obligation to 


perform it d ng the period intervening between lst January, 1916, 
and lst March, 1916. By giving the notice he shortened the period 


durit 


quite imp 
whole « 1e year in which to perform the covenant, and that 
had not committed any breach of the covenant It was the executor 


had the 
he 
f the | 
as SOOT 
the de 
notice I 
it was n 


by the 
Hilla, f 


lé 


he had the liberty of performing the covenant. It was 
sible th iving taken that course, he could say that he 


gave the notice nd the obligation having attached 
the vear 19I1¢ mmenced, he was bound to perform it, or 
hy | ild not Ihe point was argue i whether 

different ie lease had been determined by 
tead of fro e executor of the lessee, but 
idle that yn The exe utor here was bound 
vel , an va liable under the award CounseL, Hustact 
the lessor; 2. W. Lavington, for the executor of the lessee 


Soticirors, Harrison, Powell, & Tulk, for Hough, Carlisle; Gray, 
1 


UT 


/ 


& Fuller, for Mounsey, Bowman, & Graham, Carlisle. 


Reported by G. H, Knorr, Barrister-at-Law. | 


amalgamation of the British Dominions In 

Eagle Insurance Company under the title of 

Dominions Insurance Company (Limited),”’ 

Sedford-row, London, solicitor, a director of 
ympany, will join the head office board of the amalgamated 
1 will also become a member of the West-end board. 
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f milk sold wholesale to be delivered on the premises of the Sc 
include obligation of delivery ; de 


buyer here the conditions of sale i 
New Orders, &c. itits 1ot less than a specified minimum is limited to cases , 3 
the er 4 f 


: are not premises used as creamery or other factory. 
New Statutes. —_ 

Assent was given to the followit Increased Production of Oats for Army Ae 

Requirements. 50 








i y I War Office has issued the follow g¢ statem ma 
Ll} Arm) imcil have appointed Mr, H. Trustram Eve to 


the Boa Agriculture in increasing the production of oats for A 


requirements. 
He will undertal subj he directions of the President 
joard of Agri 

The 


B 


of War Department lands n 


Che encouragement of similar cultivation by farme! 
. » placing of forward contracts for the crop ol 1917. 
W ar ( rders and ymmmunications n the sg Ibje t should be address d to Mr Tru i T 
: 15, Parliament-street, 8.W. (See ante, p. 154.) Rul 


Lor n Gazette of 
(ani 


1e Proclamation for i ie k I ; neh ‘ 
act week [enve, | Winding-up of Enemy Companies. ther 
pons ce ig naw aad ng fie aoe 7 APPOINTMENT OF MR. JUSTICE YOUNGER AS 
WINDING-UP JUDGE. 
rder, dated the 12th day of June, 1913, 
> High Court under t ( 





ther order be exer: 
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Scheme A, which has now been withdrawn. Under the old scheme the 


York in dollars at the current price. Under Scheme B, as now reyes 
similar power is given to the depx ysitor, but the securities to be sok 
must first be offered to the Treasury. Th object is, of course, t 
enable the Treasury to retain the control of se urities, should it wisl 
so to do, when the “depositor desires to sell his holding The depositor 








will certainly lose nothing by this reservation, for he will receive the 


I t 


* 


market price in either case. 


—__—— 


Supreme Court, England. 


PROCEDURE. 
RvLes or THE Surkeme Courr (Costs), 1916 
Lord Chancellor's Office . 
15th December, 1916. 


Correction, 


The following is substituted for Rule 3 in the Notice of the above 
Rules which ap peared in the London Gazette on Sth December, 1916 
(ante, p. 120 

3. Order 66, "Rule 7c, shall be amended by increasing the 


payments 
therein specified to 14 for each copy. 





Societies. 
3enevolent Association. 


The directors of this association held their usual monthly meeting 
at the Law Society, Chancery-lane, on the 20th inst., Mr. C. G. May 
in the chair, the other directors present being Messrs. F. E. F. Barham, 
W. C. Blandy (Reading), T. S. Curtis, Ww. E,. Gillett, C. Goddard, 
L. W. N. Hickley, J. F. Rowlatt, W. A. Sharpe, and M. A. Tweedie. 

Grants to the amount of £1,055 were made to poor and deserving 
cases; 22 new members were admitted, and other general business 
transacted, 


Solicitors’ 


NUAL MEETING. 

The annual meeting of the Solicitors’ Benevolent Association was held 
on the 12th inst. at the Law Soc iety’s Hall, Mr. C. G. May, chairman of 
the Board of Management, taking the chair. Among those present 
were :—Mr. . ae Mr. W. C. Blandy (Reading), Mr. M. A. 
Tweedie, Mr. J. Rowlatt, Mr. W. Arthur Sharpe, Mr. W. Melmoth 


walters, ‘Sir Yt J. Johnson, Mr, A. F. Chilver, Mr. G. M. Davey, 
Mr. R. S. Taylor, Mr. L. W. North Hickley, Mr. J. E. W. Rider, Mr. 


C. F. kaieiioe Mr. G. H. Bowen, Mr. W. W. Bury, Mr. Humbert, 
Mr. W. A. Coleman (Leamington), Mr. W. E. Gillett, the Hon. R. L. 
Littelt m, Sir Walter Trower, Mr. T. 8. Curtis, Mr. H. T. Birks, Mr. 
W. Van Sommer, Mr. W. H. Winterbotham, Mr. H. J. Cobbett, Mr. 
W. A. Littledale, Mr. E. R, Cook, Mr. E. Martineau, Mr. A, F. 
Francis, and Mr. W. M. How. 

The report stated that the association has now 3,831 members, of 
whom 1,128 are life and 2,703 annual subscribers. Eighty-five of the life 
members are also annual subscribers. The association has lost during 
the yegr 112 subscribers through death and fifty-two through with 
drawals—i.e., 164. It has obtained eighty-one new subscribers. The 
directors have to oe the loss through death of, amongst other 
valued supporters, Mr. R. W. Tweedie, a member of fifty years’ stand 
ing and a most active dire tor; Mr. W. G. King, for several years a 
director, and under whose | the association benefits to the extent of 
£100; Mr. Thomas Rawle, one of the most successful] Festival chairmen 
in the history of the association ; besides the following who have given 
their lives in the service of their country M: jor 4. S. Anderson, 
Captain R. L. Baker, Major J. P. Becher, D.S.O., Captain EF. J. W. 
Byrne, Captain C. T, Cooke, Lieut. E. F. Fielding, Major J. 8S, Fraser, 
Captain W. Fraser, Major L. A. Hind, Lieut. H. Madders, Captain 
A. F. Noble, and Lieut. G. H. Smith. Owing to the war no anniversary 
festival was held, but a ve ry generous response was made to a circular 
issued by the chairman, Mr. A. Davenport, and the sum of £825 was 
realized. The benefactions received by the association include the sum 
of £17,500, part of the munificent bequest of the late Edward te ght, 
£5,750 under the will of Isabella Countess of Wilton (executor Sir 
Walter Trower), and £100 under the will! of the late H. A. Adk 
The total relief granted during the year amounted to £6,621 19s., an 
merease of £441 13s. 11d. as compared with 1915. Consequent upon 
the undertaking given at the last annual general meeting, the b walt had 
a under consideration the qe stion whether Treasury solicitors, and 
others ina similar position, might be allowed to become members. Upon 
4 review of the whole situation the board had determined ‘to recom 
mend for adoption an extension of the rules of the ass ition and 
treat all solicitors on the roll as eligible for membership. 


The Chairman, in moving the adoption of the report, spoke with 
regret of the death of Mr R. W. Tweedie, Mr. W. G Ki ng and Mr. 
omas Rawle. each of whom did yeoman service to t ass¢ ition. 
The report also gave the names of twelve members who Pr id down 


their lives for their country. Turning to the finances, he anid that 


during the year the association had received no less a sum than £23,350 
from the generosity of deceased benefactors, and this amount included 


>, and £5,750 under the will of Isabella Countess of Wilton. Then the 


depositor was given the right to'request the Treasury to sell his| sum of £272 3s. 9d, had been invested, as to which he should like to 
securities, or to release them, in consideration of payment in New] say a word 


A member of the profession some years ago fell upon 
evil days. Some friends subscribed a fund for his aid, and the associa- 


i} tion also contributed A year ago the solicitor died, the fund raised 
»} by his friends not having been entirely exhausted, and his daughter 
1 | declined to take the balance from the directors, and it had “been 

invested with the proviso that, should she ultimately require it, she 
might be deemed to have a call upon it rhis was a noble example of 
selflenial and gratitude. The receipts for the year had amounted to 
£7,215 14 the expenditure including grants from the general fund 
to £0,968 1Ys., and the expenses to £9607 lls. 3d., making a total ot 
£6,906 10s. Sd., shewing an excess of receipts over expenditure of 
£259 3s. 9d. So far the year would seem to have been a prosperous one, 
but he wanted to sound a note of warning. He had gone back five 
yea in the istory of the association, and he found that, comparing 
this year with 1911, there was a decrease of 153 life members and a 
decrease of thirty-two annual members There was also a decrease in 


members who were both life members and annual subscribers to the 
number of 175. Again, in the five years under review there had been 
a depreciation in the value of the investments of £23,000. He thought 
it must be agreed that a substantial amount must be kept in hand to 


meet the claims which would be made upon the association. The 
association not only sought to assist necessitous members, but also their 
families, and claims were sometimes made thirty or forty years after 
the death of a member. As to the prospects of the association for the 


immediate future, apart fram any donations they might receive, they 
would be faced with a deficit of £350 in the coming year. There would 
be two or three ways of dealing with that difficulty. Either the associa 
tion must reduce the grants made, which would be most undesirable 

t had been the policy of the board for the last few years to endeavour 


to increase them r a personal appeal should be resorted to as had 
been done on former occasior The Finance Committee had come to 
the conclusion that in the present. condition of affairs, and in view of 
the diff It times through which the profession was passing, that course 
would not be advisable He would urge that every member should do 
his best to get fresh subscribers 

Mr. W. C. Blandy (Reading n sé nding the motion, observed that 
the affairs of the association were administered with as much economy 


as was possible 

Mr. W. Melmoth Walters aid the chairman had 
meeting that the association was in a very sound condition and that 
there need be no fear on its account. He thought they should never 
forget that the 1 ght coul to take was to look to the needs of the 
present generation and that they shi uld leave the future to look after 
itself. It should not be their policy to accumulate capital; they had 


he poorer members of the profession who were 


convinced the 


to meet the needs o 
with them in the present 

The motion was agreed to 

The uirman moved, and Mr. Goddard seconded, to alter the rules 


so as to admit licitors other than those who took out certificates to 
practise becoming members He said this was the outcome of a sugges 
tion made at the last annual meeting to the effect that it was desirable 
that all admitted sol tors should be allowed to become members At 
present Treasury solicitors, who were not allowed to take out certificate 

and solicitors who were managing clerks and did not take out certificates, 


could not do so A ommittes had considered the matter, and had come 


to the conclusion that such an amendment of the rules was desirable. 

Mr. C. Goddard seconded the motion and it was agreed to, 

On the motion of Mr. L. W. North Hickley it was resolved that any 
member who s! ild be struck off the roll I suspended from practice 
for improper conduct should cease to be a member of the a ciation, 
but that a su nded member might be re-elected after his period of 


spension had expired. 

A vote of thank ‘ passed to the auditors, and Mr. Roderick 
Hamilton Purves, Mr. Ernest Goddard and Mr. John Francis Chap 
pelow, F.C.A., were re-elected 


Supplies of Fat and Copper. 


In the Hous f nons on the 14th inst., Lord R. Cecil, replying 
to Mr. Ne said [here is no foundation for the statement that 
Germany btaininge fat and copper through the blockade, as will be 

en fi tres of imports into Holland and Scan 
d I ny animal and ib] ils and fats of all 
kinds into these four ries for the first nine months of this year 
was, in round numbers 4,000 tons I iwerage for the correspond 
ing period during the y s 1911-1913 is Total imports, 441,000 tons ; 
total import ess exports, to enemy countries, 256,000 tons With 
regard to copper, the total import of copper and alloys for the first niné 
months of t ea in round numbers, 22.000 tor The average 
for the corresponding period during the years 1911-1913 was: Total 
imports, 100,000 tons total mports, less exports, to enemy countries, 
31,000 

Takir the statist for the quarter July Septembe r, 1916, as com 
pared th the average for the rresponding period during the years 


1911 to 1913. the figures are as follows: Oils and fats—1916, 70,000 
tons; 1911-1913, average total imiports, 147,000 tons; average total im- 
ports, less exports to enemy countries, 85,000 tons. Copper and ailoys 
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1916, 6,000 t 
total imports, less expor 
I should explain t t e raw materia ha 
one of the utries f he purpose of being rked up and forwarded 
to Great Britain or to an Allied country they have been excluded from 
the import figures for 1916, since they are not destined for neutral 
be | issed on to the enemy simi 
half of the Belgian Relief Commission 


1911-1913, average total imports. 33,000 tons ; average 
ts, to enemy countries, 10,000 tons. 
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Obituary. 
J. P. Grain. 
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Mr. A. Calkin Lewis. 

ALKIN Lew! which occurred very sud 
ham, Kent m 18th 
w members Born in 
he Court of Chancery 
Furnival’s-inn, and 
Lincoln’s Inn. In 
and the business was 
kes until 1907, when 
! his clients and 
He was 

» hin 


Qui ante diem periit, 


Sed miles, sed pro patria. 


— 


Second Lieutenant Hedderwick. 


y eut. Guy Hepperwick, Dragoon Guards, attached R.F.C., pre 
viously rey rted missing « 22nd September last, now officially reported 
lied, age nty-two us the eldest son of Mr. Philip 
Hedderwick, 


n 


navil 


As g < \ 
Hedderwick I ul ot Stante 
} ; 


so! rs f ssex-street, Strand He was d at Uppingham, 
and was article ! Budd, J ison & Jeck f 24, Austin 

t t} mitbreak of war he joined the Westminster 
th that regiment in Egypt for one year. In 


s gazetted 2nd Lieut. in the First Reserve Cavalry, 


friars, so] 





and transferred to the Royal Flying Corps in May last. He joined 
a squadron at the front on 7th September, and was By in an 
offensive patrol on 22nd September, when he was attacked by s 
enemy aircraft at the same time, and forced to the ground in the 
: His C.O. writes that he put up a very good fight 


ral 
era 


German lines. 





Legal News, 


Information Required 
TO SOLICITORS AND OTHERS. Any person holding or hay 


information concerning any will of the late Mr. Henry Francis Ba 
of Oak House, Brockenhurst, Hants, made in or since the year 1899 
requested to communicate with Messrs. Collyer-Bristow & Co., soli 


4, tedfor l-row London, W.C. 


General. 


In the House of Commons on the 14th inst., the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer, replying to Commander Bellairs, who asked whether the 
War Council would consider the desirability of the Allies issuing an 
emphatic warning that transfers during the war of enemy property to 
neutrals, whether in bulk or in blocks of shares, especially in shipping, 
would not be recognized in any arrangements that the Allies might 
find it necessary to make in the peace terms, said:—His Majesty's 
Government recognize the importance and value of the suggesfions it 
the question, but do not think it desirable to lay down in public 
ditions of peace of this nature at present. 


The Central Control Board (Liquor Traffic) have in the past thre 
weeks issued Orders closing for the remainder of the licensing year 
sixteen licensed premises for the sale and supply of intoxicating liquor 
at the following places in England :—Canterbury, Consett (Durham), 
Fleetwood (Lancs.), Grimsby, London, Liverpool, Plymouth, Prest 
Southampton, and Worcester; and in Scotland: Aberdeen, Alloa 
Dunoon (Argyllshire), Glasgow (2) and Leith. This brings the number 
of houses which the Board have found it nec essary to deal with in 
this manner in order effectively to control the sale and supply of in 
toxicating liquor in different_areas in Great Britain to 66—32 in Eng 
land and Wales, and 34 in Scotland. 


In the House of Commons on the 14th inst., Lord R. Cecil, answering 
Mr. Houston, said :—At the beginning of the war his Majesty’s Govern 
ment explained to the Governments of neutral maritime countries their 
view of the legal and historical justification for arming merchant ships 
for their own defence. Since then, as occasion arose, they have com 
municated on the subject with the Governments of countries which 
British defensively armed merchant ships have required to visit. Of 
i!! the Governments approached only one at present refuses to admit 
defensively armed ships into its ports, and even that Government does 
not impugn the legality of arming merchant ships for defence. The 
French and Italian Governments have acted separately from his 
Majesty's Government in the matter. 


In the House of Commons on Monday Mr. Houston asked the Secre 
tary of State for Foreign Affairs whether he could give the names of 
those neutral countries which permit British merchant vessels efficiently 
armed, for defence against enemy submarine attack to freely enter and 
enjoy the privileges of their ports for commercial trading purposes, 
ind the names of those neutral countries which decline to grant this 
privilege or right. Lord R. Cecil referred the hon. member to the 
reply returned to him on 14th December, stating that of all the neutral 
Governments approached in this matter only one at present refused t 
idmit defensively armed ships into its ports, and even that Government 
did not impugn the legality of arming merchant ships for defence. The 
Government to which he intended to refer was that of the Netherlands 


Il; / GUARANTEED FOR LIFE 


MAN 65 years of age can obtain £11 10s. 8d. 
per annum for every hundred pounds invested 
in a “Sun Life of Canada” Annuity. This 
leading Company for Annuities gives better terms 
than any other high-class Company. Assets over 
£13,000,000, with strict Government supervision, 








Write for booklet to 
J. F. JUNKIN (Manager). 


SUN LIFE OF CANADA, 217, Canada House, 
Norfolk Street, London, W.C. 
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Mr. Arthur Raymond Kirby, of Cromwell-road, South Kensington, 
and of Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at-law, left estate of gross value £69,581. 

Mr. William Moore Skinner, aged 74, of Wellmore, Sunderland, 
Durham, retired solicitor and notary, for some years a member of the 
town council, left estate of gross value £70,441. 

Australian Press reports indicate that the New South Wales Govern- 
ment intends to submit to the Premier’s Conference a proposal to 
abolish State Governors, making the Chief Justice of each State the 
head of the State Executive, and, with the Governor-General, the link 
between the State and the Crown 


[In the House of Commons on Monday Lord R. Cecil, answering Mr 
Houston, said his Majesty’s Government had on many occasions since 
the war began drawn the attention of different neutral Governments to 
the responsibility they would incur if enem. vessels were to leave their 
ports and take part in belligerent operations, and would continue to 
make similar representations if and when they seemed to be desirable 
The precise measures which might be required to safeguard the 
neutrality in this respect of the neutral Governments concerned must 
net essarily be left to those Governments. As regards the utilization 
for commercial purposes of German steamers lying in neutral ports, the 
matter was one in which the initiative must lie with the Governments 
concerned. 


In the Chancery Division, Dublin, on the 14th inst., says the T'imes, 
Mr. Justice Barton concluded the hearing of the case in which the 
Dunlop Rubber Co. (Limited) sought an injunction against J. Humphries, 
cycle and motor engineer, Enniskillen, for the alleged underselling of 
tyres manufactured by them under patents. Mr. Healy, K.C., for the 
plaintiff company, said he had conferred with Mr. Wylie, K.C., counsel 
for the defendant, and the defendant had agreed to consent to an 
injunction. Counsel asked his jorlship to say something that would 
aiscourage breaches of these agreements in the country. Mr. Justice 
Barton, in making the consent a rule of court, said that it was only 
right to warn traders in the country who might be tempted to regard 
these agreements as trivial that it was most important for them to 
pay due regard to their obligations under these contracts. A serious 
principle was concerned, disregard of which might involve such people 
n litigation and heavy costs. 


In the House of Commons on the 14th inst., Lord Robert Cecil, 
replying to Mr. Lynch, said :—It is unfortunately inevitable that our 
blockade measures should cause inconvenience and consequently irritation 
to citizens of neutral countries, much as we regret it. I can only say 
that consistently with the paramount duty of using to the utmost our 
legitimate belligerent rights we have done, and shal! do, all we can to 
make their exercise as little burdensome to neutrals as we can. [ trust 
that I may appeal to all patriotic persons not to increase our difficulties 
on this subject by the use of reckless or intemperate language. Asked 
by Mr. Lynch whether the Foreign Office would cultivate, not in a 
formal way, good relations with the United States, Lord R. Cecil 
replied :—We always have done so. 


In the House of Commons on the 14th inst., Mr. Kellaway, in moving 
the second reading of the Munitions (Liability for Explosions) Bill, ex 
plained that an unsatisfactory condition of things had been revealed 
in connection with one or two explosions in munitions works. It was 
found that sufferers from explosions, and particularly third parties, had 
a difficulty in getting compensation owing to a difference of opinion as 
to where the responsibility lay In some cases the firms where the 
explosions took place held that the responsibility was not theirs, but 
the Government's. The view of the Government was that it rested 
with the firms. Everyone would agree that there ought to be no 
haggling as to where the responsibility lay. Certainly the sufferers were 
not responsible. This Bill was brought in to enable the Government to 
assume the liability and to remove any question as to where the re 
sponsibility lay. It gave the Government power to require payment 
from firms of a premium and to recover part of the liability. " The 
Bill was read a second time 


Che directors of the Alliance Assurance Company (Limited) announce 
that Mr. Robert Lewis, the general manager of the company, having 
expressed the wish to retire owing to prolonged ill-health, they have, 
with the deepest regret, accepted his resignation, which will take effect 
on the Ist January next. Mr. Lewis has been in the service of the 
Alliance for over fifty-four years, for over fifty of which he has been 
the chief officer of the company, The directors have elected him to a 
seat on “he board of the company. 

In consequence of the retirement of Mr. Lewis, the directors have 
made the following appointments :—Mr. O. Morgan Owen, at present 
sub-manager, to be genera) manager: Mr. T. B. Ponsonby, at present 
secretary, to be sub-manager; and Mr. Sidney T. 
assistant secretary, to be secretary 


Smith, at present 


_ Tae “Oxford” Sectional Bookease is the ideal one for anybody who 
is building up a library. It is splendidly finished, with nothing of the 
Office stamp about it. The illustrated booklet issued by the manufac- 
turers, William Baker & Co., Ltd.. The Broad. Oxford, may be 


oy gratis, and will certainly prove interesting to hook lovers.— 





Winding-up Notices. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

London Gazette. —TURSDAY, Dee 12 


W. CocKERTON, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 14, to send ‘heir names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their de»ts or clai.s, to William Heary Cork, 
19, Eastchgap, liquidator 

CUNDALL (ORWELL) FOLDING MACHINE Co, LT! Creditors are required, on or before 
Dec 22, to send their names and address-s, and th’ particulars of their debts or claims, 
to William Birch, 79, Haywood st, Leek, Staffs, liquidator. 

8% Larcook Lrp.—vreditors are require !, on or before Dec 31, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their de ts or claims, to Edmund M. Owen, 8, 
Victoria st, Liverpool, liquidator. 

MIDDLETON JUNCTION LIBERAL CLUB, LtTp.—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 
16, to send their names and addresses and the particulars of their debts or claima, to 
Frederick Arthur Fitton, 26, Brown st, Manchester, liqu dator. 

RAVENSCLIFFE GOLF CLUB, LtTp.—Creditors are requirei, on or before Dec 27, to send 
th: ir names and addresses, and par.iculars of their debts or claims, to R. 5. Dawson, 9, 
Charles st, Bradford, liquidator. 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Dec, 3. 

L' Habit, Ltd La Societe Francaise des Cycles Clement 
R. 8. Bura, Ltd et Gladiator 
R. Meadows & Co, Ltd China Clay Exploration Syndicate, Ltd. 
Bill Quay, Wardle/ and Pelaw Workmen's Riley & Sutcliffe, Ltd 

Club and Institute, Ltd L. H. D. ayndicate, Ltd 
Stan ‘ard Making-up Co, Ltd J. Shores & Co, Ltd 
Hilmarton and D strict Agricultural Co- Liverpool Catering Co, Ltd 

operative Society, Ltd 


London Gazette,—TUESDAY, Dec, 12. 


British Empire Films, Lid 
Albert Murray, Ltd. Ingwelleli Syndicate, L'd 

Clark's Garage, Ltd. City of London Shipping & Trading Co 
Delmege & Co, Ltd Ltd 

Leo & Co, Ltd Park Garage (Loughborough), Ltd 

British Glanzstoff Manufacturing (0, Ltd 


Middleton Junction Liberal Club, Ltd 


Winding-up of Enemy Businesses. 


London Gazatte.--FRIDAY, Dec. 8 


Messrs. ORTTINGER & HEIDECKER 5, Jewin st.—Creditors are required, on or before 
Dec 21, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts aud claims 
to Charles Nicholas Moysey Stuart, 31, Lombard st, controller. 

POLDI STEEL WORKS.—Creditors are required, on or before Dee 30, to send, by 
prepaid post, their names and addresres, and full particulars of their debts or c aims, 
to A. Duncan Barber, Sheffield Telegraph Bldgs, High st, Sheffleld, controller 

ROBORAT Co, 6 & 7, Kinghorn st.—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 21 to send 
their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles 
Nicholas Moysey Stuart, 31, Lombard st, controller 


London Gazette—TURSDAY, Dec 12 


AKTIENGESELLSCHAFT VORMALS FRISTER & ROSSMANN, Fore st.—Creditora are required 
on or before Dec 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Joseph Stanley Holmes, Paternoster row, controller. 

BRONZEFARBENWERKE AKTIENGESELLSCHAFT VORM CARL SCHLENK, Alderagate st — 
Creditors are re uired, on or before Dec 31, to send their names and addrerses, and 
the particulars of their debts or claims, to Joxeph Stanley Holme, 33, Paternoster 
row, controller 

L. AUERBACH & Co.—Creditors are rejuired, on or before Dec 28, to send, by prepaid 
post, their names and addresses, and full particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Mr. H. Sydney Ortmans, 7, St Mildred ct, Bank, controller 

HESSBERG BRos., 60, Mark In.--Creditors are requ red, on or before Jan 12, to send, 
by prepaid post, the'r names, addressesan! full partic lars of their debts or claims, 
to Mr. A. Tm quand Young, 41, Coleman st, controller. 

RosELIus & Co, 37, Mincinz ln.—Creditors are required to send, by prepaid post, on or 
before Dec 30, their nm mes, addresses, and full , articulars of their debts or cla'ma, to 
John Paterson, 1, Walbrook, controller. 

THONET Bros, Messrs 82, Great Eastern st.—Cre.itors are required, on or before Dee 21, 
to send their names and addre-ses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles 
Nicholas Mo; sey Stuart, 31, Lombard st, controller. 

Vixcit Co, Ltp, Apollo Works, New Southgate.—Creditors are required, on or before 
Jan 6, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their dcbt- or claima, 
to Mr. Charlies Eves, 62, New Broad st, controller 


Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


LAST DAY OF CLAIM 


London Gazette FRIDAY, Dec. 5 


ANDREWES, GEORGE LANCELOT, Sudbury, Suffolk, Solicitor Jan8 Coldham & 
Clement's in 

BEATTY, GUY, Ravenhil! Park, belfast, Medical Doctor of the West African Medical staff 
Febl Taylor, Belfast. 

RENNETT, ARTHUR ALY, Ipswich Jan20 Westhorp & Co, Ipswich 

CARDWELL, HENRY, Ansdell, Lytham, Rope and Twin Manulacturer Jan 31 Innes, 
Manchester 

CHADWICK, RICHARD, Finchley rd, Hampstead Dec. 30 Wood & Co, Raymond bidgs 

CHRISTIE, JOHN, Kingston Hil, Surrey, Produce Broker Jan 1 Andrew & Co, Great 
James st 

GREENWOOD, GEORGE, Blackpool Dec 31 Moon, Manchester 

GRIFFITHS, ELIZABETH, Carnarvon Jan1 Carter & Ce, Carnar ou 

HANCOCK, JOHN, Kingston upon Hull, Buider Jan 10 Frankish & Co, Hull 

HARROLD, ROBERT EDWARD BAILLIE, Wymeswold, Leicester Jan 8 Woolley & Co 

Loughborough 
HINKS, JOHN \\ILLIAM, Markfleld, Leiceeti.r, Licensed Victualler Dec 30 P.recns & 
Squire, Leicester 

Hooper, KATE FANNY, Cheltenham Jan 14 Earengey & Pruen, Cheltenhar 

Hooper, THOMAS, Barnet, Hi rts, Farmer Jan6 Boyes & Son, Bar: et 

KELL, GEORGE, Worksop Jan] Bescoby & Williamron Retford 
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KYLAN, WILLIAM JosepnH, Sherwood, Nottingham Dec 31 Green, Nottingham McDIARMID, MARY ANN, Pulborough, Sussex Jan 20 Lowless & Co, Great St Helen's 
1 LOYD, EMMA Lovrsa, Hove, Sussex Jan 13 Hughes, East Grinstead MEYER, ADOLPH, Liverpool Jan20 Forshaw & Hawkins, Liverpool 
Mat KENZIE, JonN. Middlesbrough Dec 30 Hardy, Middlesbrough : MOFFITT, THOMAS ALFXANDER ALLDEN, Gateshead, Ironmonger Dec31 Lumsder , jung, 
MEATHREL, RHODA JANE, Newton Ferrers, Devon Jan 1 Woollecmbs & Young, Gateshead 
Plymouth MORGAN, ELIZABETH. Swansea Jan9 Morgan, Swansea 
MuNNS. THOMAS HOLLANDS, Kelmscott rd, Wandsworth Common Jan 9 Sankey MURRAY, CHARLES JosePH, Valais, Switzerland Feb 5 C oper & Co, Portman st 
Margate ; NAPIER, HEY RY TREGONWELL, Eastcheap, Sugar, Fruit and Colonial Dealer, Jan 31 
NicHoLson. Hanrret, Norham on Tweed Jan 6 Sanderson & Vo, Berwick upon Hubbard & Co, Cannon st 
‘Tweed NEW, ROLAND HI'LL, Birjand, Persia Jan 4 Maddison & Co, Old Jewry chmbrs 
PARKER. HENRY, Leicester Dec 30 Parsons & Squire, Leicester NICHOLSON, ROBERT, Upper Parkstone Dorset Jan 4 Sherrin, Bournemouth 
PARKER, JANE ELLEN, Marseilles, Fraice Feb 1 Stevens & Drayton, Bond ct,Wal- NortHwoop, GEorGR, Leytonstone, Essex Jan 10 Walker & Battiseombe, Basing. 
brook hall st 
PRATT, WILLIAM Roger, Hill +t, Berkeley q Jan 8 Coldhim & Co, Clement's inn PARNALL, THOMAS ROGERS, St Austell, Cornwall Jan4 Carlyon & Co. St Austell 
PRITCHETT. REGINALD SYDNEY, Hastings Jan 1 Meadows & Co, Hastings ROTHWELL, RicHARD PERCY, Ramsbottom, Lancs Jan 8 Radcliffes & Higginson 
REIGER, CHARLES, Hagger-ton rd, Shore itch, Butcher Jan ¢ Welfare & Welfare, Blackburn 
Coleman at RUTHERFORD, EDWARD LITHERLAND, Heswall, Chester Jan 8 R & RH Radcliffe. Liverpool 
Rooers, Joun Pritt, Liandrillo yn Rhes, Colwyn Bry, Denbigh “Jan 18 Whitley & Co, SatmMon, SARAH, Laindon, Fasex Jan 10 Ponsford & Devenish, Walbrook 
Liverpool SMITH, MARTHA SHIPMAN, Sheffield, Brass an! Copper Merchant Jan 12 Watson & Co, 
SCALES. Grorok ALFrep Jony, Catford, Kent, Barge Builder and Owner Dec 24 Sheffield 
Millar & Sons, St Thomas’ st, London Bridge STANFIELD, JOHN, Cardiff Jan14 Francis & Cooke, Cardiff 
SeaTow, JoHN GroRGE, Oldham, Metal Polish Manufacturer Jan 2 Holroyd, StTervson, Gzorgk MARQUIS, Newcastle on Tyne Jan 15 Gibson, Newcastle on Tyne 
Oldhan TAYLOR, HENRY, Newcastle on Tyne, Wine Merchant Jan20 H & A Swinburne, Gates 
SHERBROOKE, Rev Henny NEVILE, Clifton, Bristol Jan 8 Whit» & Co, Dean's yi, head 
Westminster TuTRUR, MICHARL, Hatton gdr, Merchant Jan15 Godfrey & Robertson, “hancery In 
Stacey, ELEANOR, Upper Park Fields, Putney Feb 21 Pilley & Mitchell, Bedford Vane, ExizaAneTH EMMA, Blackheath, Kent Jan12 Sandom & Co, H'gh st, De tford 
row WALFORD, FREDERICK GEORGE, Banbury, Printer Jan 80 A & W HGreen, Birmingham 
STRVENS, CONSTANCE GEORGIANA, Chel enham Jan15 S.uckey & Co, Bright WaArD, JoHN, Manchester, Merchant Jan 31 Phythian & Bland, Manchester 
SWORDER, WILLIAM, Hertford, Estate Ag nt Jani Hart, Harlow, Essex Wear, Epwskp MARCH, Southend-on-Sea Jan10 Tatham & Co Queen Victoria st 
SYKES, WILLIAM SHAW, Macaulay rd, Clapham Jan 6 Skelton & Youn-house WEBSTER, EDWARD MACKAY, East Southsea, Hants Jan 10 King & Franckeiss, Ports 
chester month 
THOMPSON, THOMAS, Horsforth, nr Leeds, Farmer Jan 1 Carr, Leeds Wess, THOMAS JESSOP, Berkswell, Warwick Jan10 Glalsyer & Co, Birmincham 
WARING, HENRY CHARLES, Gladsmuir rd, Whitehall Park, Middlx, Diamons WHITEHEAD, JAMES, ‘Edgeworth, nor Bolton, Corn Dealer Jan 9 Orrell, Manchester 
Jan 9 Braikenridge & Edward-, Bartlett's b dgs : ; WILLIAMS, FR*® DERICK, Sydenham, Kent, Commercial Traveller Jan 6 Lawden, John 
Worsrer, WILLIAM, Inge-tre pl, Bread st, Golden sq, Licensed Victualler Ja id- st, Bedford row 
ham & Co, Clement's inn . WILLIAMS, ANNA MARIA, Endsleigh 8°, Tavistock sq Jan6 Lawden, John st, Bedford row 
Younes, Joseru Joun, Horning, Norfolk Jan4 Bignold & ¢ , Norwich 
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Becher, Bedford row ALLEN, CHARLES Bowen, High rd, Kilburn, Pharmaceutical Chemist Jan 23 Maxwell 
& Dampney, Bishopsgate 

ATKINS, ARTHUR FREDERIC, Bristol Jan 15 Harding & Parnett, Leicester 

n, Devon Jan 31 Kirby & Co, ATKINSON, AGNES RODGERS, Tweedmouth, Berwick upon Tweed Jan 13 Sanderson & 

Co, Berwick unon Tweed 


ALLEN, THOMAS, Barha nr Canterbury, Tailor Jans 
BANNATYNE, JAMES FITZGERAI Haldon, Dev DL Jan3l Kirby & Co, The Sanctuary 

Westminster - 
BANNATYNE, JAMES FITZGERALD (the Younser), Hald 


» Sincti W est te _ . , . . 
naan x Auras Hin : Weateliff n-Sea Jan15 Moodie & Sons, Basi: ghall av BELL, WILLIAM EDWARD, Sale, Chester Jan 25 Potter, Manchester 


1 le , Bripers, MARY, Hove, Sussex Jan 31 Johnson & Co, New sq, Lincoln's ton 
,ARTON. CHARLES TOM, Kidderminster, Carpet Merchant Jan 20 Marcy & Co, Bewdley > . 5 Sincteenn Snell et > Nets he 
—_ Ni sau WILLIAM. Newton Heath, Manchester Jan5 Chambers & Chambers, BULLEY, THOMAS MUNNs, Tootins, Surrey Jan 24 Mason, Finsbury pymt 
RANTI - > ee CHARLTON, THOMAS, Dunston on Tyne Ja» 8 Ord, Gateshead 
BON, NE Mancnesre CHEFSEMAN, RACHEL, Chopwell, Durham Jan8 Ord, Gateshead 
; aE 0 chan Jerks Jan 5 Vertue & Co, Hanove™ sq Ns cL, ’ _ Jan .G , : 
} —_ = gaky - ~ — — neater Jan $1 Wood & Co, Maxchester FAIRLIE, EMMA MARGARETHE HELENE, Wellington rd, St John’s Wood Jan20 Barke 
Brot GHUTON Sat AH ANN. Manchester Jan 12 Tallent-Bateman, Manchester For .. poh ag bey Tee 1 nal iwin, Bristol 
SUR ' trigiito j » Fitzhugh & Co, Pavilion parade, Brightor 0 ord, : S, hrist« e B dwin, ‘risto : ; 
on vue ‘aon wait Ife rd Suffol De ‘1 Aldridge A 1, Bedford row SO ee aieek EDWARD WILLIAM, West Croydon, Iron Merchant Feb14 Corbould-Ellis 
oe OR SSCEIws’ > . Polen & itchell, Church ct, Clements In 
: " Pench } Merchant Jan 31 Loughborough & Co, Austin Friars : , 2 ’ 
DI — hy Lp --=- tB. J “4 8 C ins, New 84, Lincoln's inn HARDING, ELIZA MARY, Lansdowne rd, Notting Hill Jan§ Kingsford & €o, Essex 
ay + At x ' - Meld 12 Watson & Co, Sheffield HARKISON, JOSEPH, Keighley, Yorks, Plumber Jan 12 Lister & Tur.er, Keighley 
R sie ele Laon ¢ ' ™ ' . q 4 
D WNMAN.( HARLES. Merch, Ely, Cambs Jan 31 King & Shorman, March, Cambs JAMES, JOHN Pe xhill Jani3 Prancs, Bexhill on Sea a0 
GIBsoN, Lieut JOHN, Torquay Jan 15 Gibson, Newcastle on Tyne Lort's, FANNY LAURA, Argyll mans, Kensington Jan12 Hanson & Smith, Ha nmer- 
SON, eu " orqu J ’ Deon, a nith 
GODDARD, ALFRED, Hellingly Jan 10 Coles & (o, Hailsham. Sussex th rd 





18 Liddle & Meane, Newport, Salop McCARTHY, THOMAS, Approachrd, Bethnal Green Jan 14 Jones, Spital sq 


Gorpon, EMMA, Folkesto nl 


GREEN, DAVID FRANCIS, Bauchi Province, Nerthern Nigeria MEDHURST, CHARLES EpWarD, Leeds Jan 14 Ranger & Co, Fenchurch st 


Surrer st Moore, M ERVYN Epw ARD JOHNSON, Grimsby Jan 15 Paice & Cross, Clement's inn 
tors Henry , Darent! f ! e ngell « 0, Pomeroy MOUNTFORD, GEORGE, Sm Uithorne, Stafford Jan°5 Heaton & Son, Burslem 
Hany 7 am vee wes PARKES, JAMES GOULBORN, 'andsworth Jan 31 Cooke, Coleman st 
Heal L. "Om anaoan ELIZABETH, Lee rJ, Blackhe 31 Allisons & Staniland, Louth P NCTA, JOSEPH FERNANDI Meee ester Jan 1 Arnold & Son, Birmingham , 
HIGGINson, ( HARLES, Blyth, Northumberland, Li ! tualier Dex Lynn & R —_ fae Canon JAMES HAMER, Stockton on Forest, Yorks Janl10 EJ&A 
J —. Cmans ee JoMN, Gatesh ad, Tobacconist Dec 3! Ord, Gateshead RENIEK, ARTHUR, Hop Exchange, Egg Merchant Jan 29 Corbould & Co. Church ct, 
7 % ’ Clement's In 


c GEORGE, Orme ru, Hyde Park Jar ; towman & Curtis Haywar.! Arundel st . -- ‘ . . " 
Lerman r ™ i‘ Ml a Hyve Park sq Jan 21 Baileys & Co, Berners st RIDDOCH, PeTER, Reigate Jan 15 Hill, New aq, Lincoln’s inn 
LINTON, WILLIAM, New Brighton, Cheshire, Accountant Dee 30 Lindsay, Liverpool TAYLOR, JOHN, South Shields Jan 4 Hannay & Hannay, South Shields 


MATTHEWs, HENRY, Birmingham, Commission Agent Jan 24 Chayman, Smethwick WEBBER, HENRY, Gillingham st Jan8 Morrisons’*& Nightingale, Reigate 


MAVIUS, JAMES, Redland, Bristol Jan 22) Dang r & Cartwright, Bristol WILS0N, MARGARET, Manchester Jan 9 Hall & Co, Manchester 
Bankruptcy N otices. Southampton Pet Oct 24 Ord Nov 15 Pet Dec 5 Ord Dec 6 
KENT, CHARLES JAMES, Bream, Glés, Grocer Newport, | yates, HARRY, Sheffield, Munition Worker Sheffleld Pet 


L_ ndon Gazette.-FRiDay, Dee. 8 Mon Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 6 Dec 6 Ord Dec 5 
‘ LAVENDER, ARTHUR SYDNEY, Leicester, Carrier Leicester 
RECEIVING ORDERS. Pet Dec 5 Ord Dev ; FIRST MEETINGS 
BRAMWELL, WILLIAM, Sunderland, Boot Dealer Sunder | MARKS, CHARLES, Cavendish rd, Brondesbury, Middlx sii MY sah, Lah aaa 
land Pet bec4 Crd Decd Merchant High Court Pet June 9 Ord Dee ¢ CHILDS, Grorer, Winton, Bournemouth, Biker Dec 8 
CHILDS, GEORGE, Winton, Bournemouth, Baker Pole P | WALKER, HERBERT EpwaRp, Little Wals ngham, Norfolk, at 11.30 Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, High & 
Dec2 Ord Dee 2 Shoeing Sith Norwich Pet Dee 5 Ord Dee 5 Southampton 
DENT, EpITH, Lymington, Hants Southampton Pet Oct 24 | WeienTMAN, Rospert, Claypath, Durham, Innkeeper | DENNY,G H M, P.rkstone, Dorset Dec 18 at 1230 Of 
Or! Nov | Durham Pet Dec5 Ord Dee 5 Rec, Midiand Bank chmbrs, High st, southampton 








| DENT, HAMILTON HENRY MONTAGUE, Lymington, Hants ; WHireHRaD, Jomn WILLIAM, Halifax, Tiler Halifar 


THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 
FUND, LIMITED, 


24, MOORGATE sTHRUBT, LONDON, =z.c. 
ESTABLISHED IN 1890. 
LICENSES INSURANCE. 


SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERSB. 
Upwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation. 
Suitable Clauses for imsertiom in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent om 


application. 
POOLING INSURANCE. 
The Corporation also insures risks in connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 
BURGLARY, WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &o., under 
a perfected Profit-sharing system. 
APPLY FOR PROSPECTUS. 











Halifax 








